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Abstract  
‘Sustainability’ provides the dominant frame within which environmental policy debate 
occurs, notwithstanding its divergent meanings. However, how different discourses combine 
to shape understanding of the environment, the causes of environmental issues, and the 
responses required, is less clear cut. Drawing primarily on the approach to Critical Discourse 
Analysis (CDA) developed by Norman Fairclough this paper explores the way in which 
neoliberal and ecologically modern discourses combine to shape environmental policy. 
Environmental scholars have made relatively little use of this approach to CDA to date, 
despite the significant interest in the discursive aspects of environmental issues, and its wide 
use in other areas of policy interest. Using the case of environmental policy making in 
Victoria, Australia, this paper illustrates how neoliberalism and weak ecological 
modernisation represented sustainability in ways that seriously limited the importance of 
environmental issues. 
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Introduction  
The concept of ‘sustainability’ provides the dominant frame for environmental debate, 
with reasons for this centering on its flexibility as a means for ‘resolving’ or ‘reframing’ 
the tensions between economic, social and environmental objectives (Hajer, 1995; 
Dryzek, 2005). Despite the profile of the approach advocated in Our Common Future 
(WCED, 1987) there are many perspectives as to what sustainability encompasses and 
how it might be progressed (Dryzek, 2005; Hopwood et al., 2005). Hence, studies of 
sustainability must be mindful of the ways sustainability is constituted, as illustrated by 
Dryzek’s point that ‘astute actors recognize that its terms should be cast in terms 
favorable to them’ (2005, p146). Conceptually, sustainability can be understood as 
‘contested’ (Jacobs, 1999a) and a ‘floating signifier’ (Laclau, 1990), in the sense that 
while the concept has broad public acceptance, its meaning at the policy implementation 
level is contested as ‘competing discourses seek to fill the term with their own particular 
meaning’ (Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002, p28).  
 
Mapping discourses of sustainability helps to illuminate the possibilities and limitations 
of contemporary environmental politics. However, the relationship between ecological 
modernization (informed by the sense that ‘pollution prevention pays’ (Hajer, 1995)) 
and neoliberalism (based on the ideas and practices associated with neoclassical 
economics (Harvey, 2005)) has attracted limited attention, with it argued that attempts 
to articulate neoliberalism with other political projects has been overlooked in research 
and scholarship (Larner, 2003a, p510). Further, in reviewing the influence of 
neoliberalism on nature, Castree (2008a) considered that researchers had rarely explored 
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neoliberalism and ecological modernisation together. This limitation is noticeable in the 
accounts provided by Hajer (1995) and Christoff (1996). There is little in Hajer’s 
analysis to indicate that the environmental debates in the UK he examined took place 
during a period of neoliberal reform. More conceptually, Christoff (2006) recognises 
aspects of ecological modernization as ‘economistic’ but does not consider them in 
detail. This paper explores these issues. Section one provides an overview of 
understanding of neoliberalism and ecological ecological modernisation and how they 
relate to environmental policy. Section two introduces Fairclough’s approach to Critical 
Discourse Analysis (CDA) (1992, 2003, 2009) and the case study site. Section three 
draws on this approach to explore the social practices, discourse practice, and textual 
practices associated with the adoption of a neoliberal and ecologically modern approach 
to sustainability policy, in Victoria, Australia, between 1999 and 2006. 
 
Neoliberalism, Ecological Modernisation and the Environment  
Neoliberalism 
Neoliberalism exerts a pervasive influence on public policy (Harvey, 2005) as evident 
in the view that ‘neoliberalism seems to be everywhere’ (Peck and Tickell, 2002, p380). 
Neoliberalism is a more complex set of ideas and practices than is often acknowledged, 
as Larner (2003b) indicates, in highlighting three different interpretations of 
neoliberalism: neoliberalism as policy, ideology, and governmentality. For Larner, the 
most common conceptualisation is ‘neoliberalism as policy’ – with this marked by a 
shift from Keynesian welfarism towards a political agenda favouring the relatively 
unfettered operation of markets (2003b, p6). Further, while such accounts elaborate the 
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consequences of state welfare re-structuring they may raise more questions than they 
answer, most noticeably in the paradox that while very few political parties explicitly 
label themselves as neoliberal, many embrace its prescriptions (Larner, 2003b). By 
contrast, studies of ‘neoliberalism as ideology’ open up questions of identity, which 
permits a more nuanced reading of the way in which consent for neoliberal agendas is 
negotiated with working class constituencies (Larner, 2003b, p11). Such a focus points 
to the need to investigate ‘actual existing neoliberalisms’ (Brenner and Theodore, 
2002), within which authors tend to highlight the variance between neoliberal theory 
and practice (Cahill, 2009). Finally, inspired by Foucault (1978) Larner sees 
‘neoliberalism as governmentality’ such that it is not simply a form of rhetoric 
disseminated by hegemonic economic and political groups, nor a framework within 
which people represent their lived experience, but a system of meaning that constitutes 
institutions, practices and identities in contradictory and disjunctive ways (Larner, 
2003b, p12). Governmentality scholarship highlights the influence of advanced modern 
rule in encouraging ‘governing at a distance’ (Rose and Miller, 1992). For Larner this 
means ‘while neoliberalism may mean less government, it does not follow that there is 
less governance’ (2003b, p12). Neoliberalism therefore needs to be seen as reorienting 
the very meanings and characteristics of the state and individuals, and relations between 
them. Importantly, neoliberalism involves a reconfiguration of the state, rather than a 
winding back of it, as recognised by critical geographers such as Peck (2010, p60) who 
states ‘Neoliberalism has always been about the capture and reuse of the state, in the 
interests of shaping a pro-corporate, freer-trading ‘market order’’.  
The relationship between neoliberalism and the environment has attracted considerable 
attention (Castree, 2008a, 2008b; McCarthy and Prudham, 2004; Heynen and Robbins, 
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2005). For example, Castree (2008a) sees neoliberalism as providing ‘four fixes’ for 
nature and the problem of sustainable economic growth, encompassing: neoliberalisms 
capacity for superior ecological stewardship; exposing hitherto protected or state 
controlled aspects of the natural environment to the full force of market rationality and 
capital accumulation; providing a source of profit; and, restructuring the state so that it 
can off load responsibilities to the private sector and avoid internal contradictions 
(regarding the resolution of conflict between environmental, social and economic 
objectives, through adopting a ‘minimal state’ stance (pp146-149). Of these only the 
first is concerned with sustaining the environment, whereas the remaining three are 
concerned with bringing ‘nature’ into the realm of capital, and the reorientation of the 
state, so that this can occur. Further, Heynen and Robbins (2005) identify four domains 
that encompass the reach of neoliberalism with respect to the environment - governance, 
privatization, enclosure, and valuation, whereby: environmental governance is being 
rebuilt along neoliberal lines; government authorities are turning natural resources over 
to firms and individuals; the capture of common resources through the exclusion of the 
communities to which they are linked through the establishment of property rights; and, 
valuation through which invaluable and complex ecosystems are reduced to 
commodities through pricing.  
 
This means that while neoliberalism has profound implications for the environment, its 
particular form, meanings and implications will vary from place to place depending 
upon the politics of specific circumstances. There is, therefore, considerable merit in 
Peck’s view that ‘there is no neoliberal replicating machine. Rather each experiment 
should be seen as a form of reconstruction, representing a conjunctional episode or 
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moment in the contradictory evolution of neoliberal practice’ Peck 2010, p9). However, 
it is also important to acknowledge that neoliberalism is not the only dominant 
discourse operating in this space. Ecological modernization is also an influential force 
on environmental policy.  
 
Ecological modernisation 
Ecological modernisation is an attempt at operationalising sustainable development 
(Weale, 1992; Hajer, 1995; Mol, 1996; Mol and Spaargaren, 2000; Young, 2000; Skou-
Andersen and Massi, 2000). At its simplest, ecological modernisation represents a new 
politics of pollution (Weale, 1992), that seeks to address the limitations of reactive, ad 
hoc, and end of pipe approaches to environmental regulation. In terms of the diversity of 
ecological modernist thought Christoff (1996) considers ecological modernization 
literature reflects three orientations – technological adjustment, policy discourse, and 
social theoretical belief system. The technological adjustment approach is narrowest and 
focuses on technological developments with environmentally beneficial outcomes as a 
result of cost minimizing responses, as opposed to any significant change in corporate, 
public or political values (Christoff, 1996, p480). More challenging is the ‘policy 
discourse’ approach centring around uses of the term in ways that acknowledge the 
seriousness of environmental issues and recognizes that they are associated with modern 
society, but which consider that they can be managed within existing political, 
economic and social institutions. This is clearly expressed in Hajer’s view that: 
Ecological modernisation recognizes the ecological crisis as evidence of a 
fundamental omission in the workings of the institutions of modern society. Yet 
unlike the radical environmental movements of the 1970s, it suggests that 
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environmental problems can be solved in accordance with the workings of the 
main institutional arrangements of society. Environmental management is seen 
as a positive-sum game: pollution prevention pays (1995, p3). 
 
For Christoff, this discourse enables governments to manage ecological dissent and 
relegitimise their social regulatory role, as well as promote environmental protection as 
economically responsible, thereby resolving the tensions created by perceptions that the 
state was acting against the logic of capital and its own interests (Christoff, 1996, 
pp482-483). Christoff also sees ecological modernisation being viewed as a belief 
system ‘based around, but extending beyond, the understanding that environmental 
protection is a precondition of long-term economic development’ (1996, p484). This 
social theoretical orientation seeks to ‘Generate a broader transformation in social 
relations … which leads to the ecologisation of markets and the state’ (Christoff, 1996, 
p484). The implications of this approach are evident in the argument that ecological 
modernisation seeks to modernize modernity by ‘repairing a structural design fault of 
modernity: the institutionalized destruction of nature’ (Mol, 1996, p305). Ecological 
modernisation can therefore be seen as emphasizing that while environmental issues are 
structurally embedded, solutions are able to be found within existing institutions. 
 
Approach to research 
Critical Discourse Analysis and environmental policy research 
Discourse analysis is viewed as having three particular strengths regarding the analysis 
of environmental policy: it provides the capacity to reveal the role of language in 
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politics, reveal the embeddedness of language in practice; and, illuminate mechanisms 
and answer ‘how’ questions (Hajer and Versteeg, 2005, p179). However, many studies 
of environmental policy discourse draw on Foucault’s approach (Rutherford, 2007; 
Oels, 2005; Sharp and Richardson, 2001; Luke, 1999, 1995; Darier, 1999) despite it 
being less suitable for undertaking fine grained analyses of language (Hastings, 1998). 
By contrast, Norman Fairclough’s dialectical - relational approach (1992, 2001, 2003, 
2009) to Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) (Fairclough and Wodak, 1997; Wodak and 
Meyer, 2009) provides a theoretical framework and analytical tools for undertaking fine 
grained analyses of language use in social and political contexts. It is useful because it 
links broad social theoretical concerns with the detailed analysis of language, drawing 
on the techniques of linguistics such as metaphor, cohesion and transitivity (Fairclough, 
1992, 2003, 2009; Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999). Fairclough views language use as 
being important in a range of contemporary social processes (Fairclough, 2001, p231) 
with his approach underpinned by a critical, dialectical, and transdisciplinary orientation 
(Fairclough, 2009). Firstly, it is critical in that ‘it aims to contribute to addressing the 
social ‘wrongs’ of the day by analysing their sources and causes, resistance to them, and 
possibilities of overcoming them (2009, p163). Secondly, it is dialectic in that it 
‘focuses not just upon semiosis as such, but on the relations between semiotic and other 
social relations’ (Fairclough, 2009, p163). Thirdly, it is transdisciplinary in that ‘in 
bringing disciplines and theories together to address research issues, it sees ‘dialogue’ 
between them as a source for further theoretical and methodological development’ 
(2009, p163). Fairclough’s approach is also concerned with the interplay between levels 
of social reality (social structures, practices and events) with social practices mediating 
‘the relationship between general and abstract social structures and particular concrete 
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social events’ (2009, p164). Within this theoretical context, Fairclough (2009, p164) 
draws on three semiotic (or discourse – analytical) categories to explore the semiotic 
aspects of social reality: genre (semiotic ways of acting and interacting); discourses 
(semiotic ways of construing the world); and, style (identities or ways of being in their 
semiotic aspect).  
 
To date, as with other approaches to CDA (Blommeart and Bulcaen, 2000; Fairclough 
and Wodak, 1997; Wodak and Meyer, 2009), Fairclough’s approach has attracted 
relatively limited interest within environmental policy research, with it not considered in 
Hajer and Versteeg’s (2005) review of discursive studies of environmental policy. 
Furthermore, where it has been used the focus has mainly been on corporate social 
responsibility reporting (Higgins, 2006; Parsons and McKenna, 2005) rather than 
environmental policy making. In practical terms CDA aims to ‘critically link language, 
ideology and social change’ (Marston, 2000) and is based on a recognition that changes 
in language use are linked to wider social and cultural processes (and vice versa). Put 
simply, language change has implications for social practice and changes in social 
practice may generate changes in language use. For clarity, Fairclough’s (1992) three 
dimensional framework (covering social practice, discursive practice and text) is used as 
a template for the analysis provided.  
  
Case study site and methods 
Sustainability policy making in Victoria Australia, between 1999 and 2006, provides a 
useful case study site. Firstly, the environmental and political challenges facing Victoria 
are broadly typical of other western democracies. Secondly, state governments retain 
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responsibility for environmental matters under Australia’s federal system of government 
(Buhrs and Christoff, 2006). Thirdly, the defeat of a neoliberal Government in 1999 and 
its replacement by a ‘third-way’ (Giddens, 1999) oriented Government offered the 
prospect that policy making would move beyond the neoliberal paradigm (Wiseman, 
2005). Fourthly, the Government was elected with a suite of policies that explicitly 
drew on ecologically sustainable development1, and which culminated in the release of 
the most definitive policy statement on sustainability made by a Victorian Government 
since 1987: Our Environment Our Future; Victoria Framework for Environmental 
Sustainability (OEOF) (DSE, 2005). Physically, OEOF is a 32 page colour booklet with 
pictures, printed on A4 paper in portrait format, and split into distinct sections. Focusing 
on the development of this ‘green plan’ is justified on the basis that it is difficult to see 
how sustainability could be pursued in the absence of planning (Meadowcroft, 1997).  
 
The major sources of empirical data were documentary records and 26 semi structured 
interviews conducted with policy actors.2 Interviews provide interpretive accounts of 
policy debates, allow complex questions to be used (because of the presence of the 
interviewer to clarify issues) and offer flexibility in the way that they are conducted, 
while documentary records represent an authoritative source of information, allow 
retrospectivity, and are relatively accessible (Sarantakos, 1993). Using both policy 
documents and interviews contributes to a richer appreciation of policy processes 
(Marston, 2000; Jacobs, 1999b). Furthermore, Fairclough (1992) views both policy 
documents and interview transcripts as texts. Policy documents, including press releases 
                                                 
1 In Australia, the term ‘ecologically sustainable development’ is often used instead of ‘sustainable 
development’   
2 Input from interview respondents is indicated by their role and a unique number  - e.g. senior executive 
officer 24 
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and annual reports, represent an important data source for understanding the 
significance of shifting policy language, identity construction and ideological 
contestation within discourse and between policy actors (Marston, 2000). With this in 
mind the major policy statements and supporting documentation released by the 
Government were collected. These written texts were identified through following up on 
texts mentioned in interviews, and scanning of media reports and government 
publications. The major types of policy documents collated included: Governor’s 
speeches at the opening of Parliament; second reading speeches; policy statements, 
strategies and associated reports (including discussion papers, issues papers an draft 
strategies); annual reports and corporate plans released by government agencies; 
government directories; and, media releases.  
 
Interview subjects were selected by purposive sampling (Bryman, 2004) on the basis of 
the position they occupied, or other relevant expertise they may have had. The list of 
interview subjects covered a range of policy actor positions (e.g. departmental heads, 
senior policy advisers, heads of environmental non-governmental organisations etc) and 
a range of areas of environmental policy expertise (e.g. agriculture, water, biodiversity, 
energy). All the interviews were taped with the permission of interview subjects and 
then transcribed.  
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Neoliberalism, ecological modernization and sustainability 
policy in Victoria, Australia  
Social practice: Rediscovering (and re-defining) sustainability 
The analysis of social practice considers the broader political debates and influences 
that shape, and are shaped, by particular texts, where ‘text is understood as 
encompassing all meaningful entities, including written texts, visual images and body 
language (Fairclough 2009). Three broad elements that are useful for analysing social 
practice include consideration of the social matrix of discourse, the orders of discourse, 
and the ideological and political effects of discourse (Fairclough, 1992). 
 
Drawing on these elements, the social practice surrounding sustainability policy making 
in Victoria is explored in three stages. The social matrix of discourse and its ideological 
effects are investigated to identify the political context operating within the case study. 
Secondly, the competing orders of discourse are identified, and then the way these 
changed are analysed by tracking the changing relative influence of different storylines 
over time. Finally, the influence of the changing orders of discourse on environmental 
governance is assessed. In providing this analysis Fairclough’s approach to analyzing 
social practice is supplemented with concepts and insights from Greener (2004), Healey 
(1999) and particularly Hajer (1995) which provides for a richer understanding of the 
dynamics of public policy making (Jacobs, 2006; Marston, 2002). 
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The Social Matrix of Discourse and its political and ideological effects 
Upon forming government, the third-way oriented Labor Government, led by Premier 
Steve Bracks, inherited policy settings and a public sector that had been significantly 
reformed by the neoliberal oriented Government it replaced (Costar and Economou, 
1999; Christoff, 1998). With a focus on debt reduction, reduced government 
intervention and spending, choice, competition, and private enterprise, these objectives 
clearly resonate with the objectives of neoliberalism (Harvey, 2005). The effects of this 
neoliberal approach on environmental policy making were stark. The policy and 
organisational settings of many areas of environmental policy (e.g. water, energy, public 
transport, and catchment management) were significantly reshaped, such that public 
sector agencies were reformed to reflect the purchaser - provider model (Osborne and 
Gaebler, 1993). The Kennett Government also excluded environmental non-
governmental organisations from policy deliberations (Christoff, 1998).  
 
The Labor Government also had to consider the legacy inherited from previous 
Australian Labor Party (ALP) Governments. Those governments had introduced 
innovative environmental policy reforms, including ‘The most successful example of a 
green plan in Australia’ (Christoff, 2002, p283), such that there was an expectation that 
the Brack’s Government would be as innovative. However, it also inherited the negative 
legacy of being labeled ‘The Guilty Party’ which was used to successfully portray a 
previous Labor Government as poor financial managers (Hayward, 1993; Alford and 
O’Neill, 1994). Therefore, while the Government sought to distance itself from this 
label (through an emphasis on sound financial management), there were also strong 
expectations it would deliver innovative environmental policy. More broadly, the 
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Government held office at a time when the interest of the national Government in 
sustainability was limited (Mercer and Marden, 2006; Buhrs and Christoff, 2006).  
 
Contested and Changing Orders of Discourse 
This discussion focuses on the orders of discourse informing policy, with these explored 
using the concepts of storylines, discourse coalitions and discursive space (Hajer, 1995; 
Hajer and Laws, 2006). Recognising that making sense of competing ideas about 
sustainability is complex, an iterative process was used to select the discourses to be 
discussed. This involved considering which typology of sustainability discourses 
evident in the literature (e.g. technocratic versus ecocentric discourses (Sharp 2001) or 
traditional pragmatic versus ecologically modern discourses (Hajer 1995)) best 
encapsulated the kinds of discourses and storylines present within environmental policy 
debates in Victoria, including the views expressed by interview respondents. This was 
in recognition that analytical categories cannot be read directly from texts in any 
straight forward manner. We concluded that it was more insightful to think of three 
major storylines of sustainability competing for dominance in Victoria: ‘sustaining 
development’; ‘environmentally sustainable growth’, and; ‘pursuing sustainability 
through transforming society’. Conceptually, these competing storylines broadly align 
with the three major discourses of sustainability identified by Hopwood and colleagues 
(2005): business as usual, reformist, transformative. Collectively, these discourses 
represent the discursive space within which sustainability was debated in Victoria 
between 1999 and 2006, as summarized in Table 1. 
 
INSERT TABLE 1. HERE 
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The storyline of ‘sustaining development’ dominated environmental policy in Victoria 
at the time of the election of the Brack’s Labor Government in 1999. The neoliberal 
foundations of this storyline line constructed sustainability narrowly and weakly, and 
represented a business as usual approach to environmental governance. Under this 
storyline, extensive use was made of terms such as ‘sustainable use’, ‘sustainable 
management’, and ‘sustainable development’ in official policy documents, whereby the 
goal was to sustain economic growth. This storyline continued to attract considerable 
support within the Government, and was advocated by influential senior public servants 
whose profile had increased under the previous neoliberal Government, as well as 
representatives from non-government organisations representing farming, forestry and 
energy interests. A storyline of ‘environmentally sustainable growth’ was also evident, 
with this broadly consistent with the discourse of weak ecological modernisation 
(Christoff, 1996). The discourse coalition associated with this storyline included senior 
figures within the Government (e.g. Ministers, a departmental secretary, and some 
senior public servants, as well as some policy officers from the planning and 
environment protection portfolios). Some progressive industry associations associated 
with renewable energy and some ‘moderate’ environmental organisations also 
advocated this approach.  
The third major storyline highlighted the need for society to be transformed, with such a 
transformation to encompass urgent and far reaching social, cultural, political and 
economic change. While the ‘transformative’ storyline was closely associated with 
policy actors from environmental NGOs, it was also embraced by some public servants 
and members of statutory advisory bodies. The extent to which these competing 
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storylines featured in official government policy discourse varied over time, which 
means that new approaches to policy would be reflected in changed orders of discourse. 
In such cases, changes are bought about through changing genres (ways of acting), 
changing discourses (ways of representing), and changing styles (ways of being) 
(Fairclough, 2003).  
 
The discussion which follows focuses on genre and discourse, where genre is associated 
with the different forms which policy statements may take, and the use of language 
associated with such activities (Fairclough, 2003), and discourse is associated with the 
way in which subject matter is constructed3. For example, interviews are a genre of 
social research which affect the way in which the material provided may be interpreted 
in very specific ways, whereas similar discourses may be evident across a range of 
genres (e.g. interviews, surveys, architectural plans). We use the term ‘policy sub-
genres’ to differentiate between different types of policy texts. 
 
The presence of ‘sustainability’ related terms in policy sub-genres - election 
commitments, whole of government strategies, sectoral strategies, and organisational 
reforms - illustrates the profile of sustainability as a policy concept. Further, following 
Greener (2004), an indication of the relative profile of different discourses of 
sustainability can be gained by analyzing specific keywords associated with different 
storylines. In this case, ‘sustainable development’ is associated with the storyline of 
‘sustaining development’; ‘environmental sustainability’ with the storyline of 
                                                 
3 Styles are discussed in the section on focussing on the construction of roles and responsibilities of 
different actors.  
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‘environmentally sustainable growth’, and ‘ecologically sustainable development’ with 
the storyline of ‘promoting sustainability through transforming society’.  
 
‘Sustainability’ attracted significant policy attention across a range of policy sub-genres. 
It featured prominently in ALP election commitments, although the focus shifted from 
‘ESD’ to ‘environmentally sustainable growth’. Sustainability also featured prominently 
in whole of Government texts, such as speeches made by the Governor, overarching 
policy statements such OEOF (DSE, 2005). It also featured prominently in some 
sectoral strategies, although the manner and extent to which it did varied considerably, 
with the use of the transformative ‘ESD’ discourse declining in the strategies released 
during the Government’s second term in office. Finally, the naming of a public sector 
department (Department of Sustainability and Environment) and various statutory 
authorities (Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability and Sustainability Victoria) 
were another policy sub-genre that drawn on sustainability related terms. This suggests 
that the concept of ‘sustainability’ was one embraced within the Government.  
 
However, the relative influence of the competing storylines of sustainability varied 
across time and policy sub-genre: the storylines of ‘sustaining development’ and 
‘environmentally sustainable growth’ were more influential, than the ‘transformative’ 
storyline. While the Labor Government was elected with policies with ‘transformative 
potential’ this approach never seriously challenged the neoliberal ‘sustaining 
development’ storyline it inherited. Instead, the main storyline that came to be embraced 
was ‘environmentally sustainable growth’. These shifts illustrate the changing relative 
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influence of different discourse coalitions, as well as the relative attention given to 
different governing practices. The significance of these shifts is now discussed. 
 
In terms of the influence of a discourse, it is not only whether particular terms are used, 
but also what effect they have on governing practices. This is captured in Healey’s view 
that ‘… apparently successful efforts in the transformation of policy rhetoric may fail to 
transform policy practices because either the rhetoric does not reach the routines of 
practice, or the changes leave contradictory deeper cultural assumptions in place’ 
(Healey, 1999, p28). In terms of how such effects may be assessed Healey and 
colleagues argue that:  
Micro-analysis of governance change needs to identify how much of the 
struggling is merely ripples on the surface of a settled modality of governance, 
what is shifting the parameters of established discourse and practice relations, 
and what is unsettling the whole culture of governance relations (2003, p67). 
Hajer’s (1995) concepts of discourse structuration and discourse institutionalisation 
cover similar ground, such that: 
If many people use it to conceptualise the world (discourse structuration), and if 
it solidifies into institutions and organisational practices (discourse 
institutionalisation), [then] … we argue that a particular discourse is dominant 
(Hajer, 2006, p70).   
 
Interpreted using this conceptual architecture some clear insights emerge: despite the 
high profile of sustainability in Government rhetoric, discourse structuration did not 
occur in any far reaching way, as important policy domains (e.g. transport) did not draw 
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upon it; and, sustainability was not institutionalised in ways that altered governing 
practices. This means that despite the use of ‘sustainability’ rhetoric, the approach to 
environmental governance that prevailed continued to be informed by neoliberalism, 
albeit one tempered by ecological modernisation.   
 
Discourse practice: Producing sustainability policy 
Discourse practice connects social practice and text analysis (Fairclough, 1992) and 
highlights how discourses may be promoted and resisted in policy processes, as 
illustrated in Marston’s comment that: 
Transforming the discursive mix of discourse types within an organisation 
creates significant ideological contestation in organisational meanings, policy 
direction and subject positions (Marston, 2000, p360).  
 
In broad terms, discourse practice concerns the analysis of text production, distribution 
and interpretation (Fairclough, 1992), which provides a means for highlighting the 
contested nature of discursive practices, such as the production of policy statements. 
Within this context, the production of OEOF provides a means for illustrating the 
influence of neoliberal and ecologically modern discourses. While there are numerous 
ways in which discourse practice can be analysed (Fairclough, 1992), for brevity, the 
discursive elements of interdiscursivity are reported here. Analyses of interdiscursivity 
involve considering what discourse types, or elements of the orders of discourse, are 
drawn upon in the discourse sample under investigation (Fairclough, 1992, p232). This 
highlights the dominant discourses arising from broader political debates and the 
contested process of producing OEOF. 
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Ecological modernisation provides OEOF’s broad orientation towards the environment 
and sustainability. Firstly, the structural embeddedness of environmental issues is 
acknowledged through recognition of the need to ‘reflect on simple daily activities’4 
(DSE, 2005, p10) and the recognition that there is a ‘tension at the heart of Victoria’s 
liveability’ (DSE, 2005, p16). Secondly, the solutions to environmental challenges 
considered in OEOF do not require major social and political transformations (DSE, 
2005, pp14-15). Future directions are also couched in reformist terms such as ‘using our 
resources more efficiently’, ‘reducing our everyday impacts’ and ‘maintaining and 
restoring our natural assets’ (DSE, 2005, p21). Finally, the discourse of ecological 
modernisation is prominent in the way in which environment - economy relations are 
viewed as mutually beneficial. This is evident in the views that ‘The state government 
believes that you can achieve an A-plus for the environment, while still retaining an 
AAA credit rating for the economy’ (DSE, 2005, p16), and that promoting 
environmental sustainability ‘Has the potential to create sizeable new domestic and 
export industries, creating additional wealth and jobs for the people of Victoria’ (DSE, 
2005, p19). 
 
Politically, the discourse of ecological modernisation positioned the Government’s 
environmental agenda in a way that could marginalise those they saw as too radical 
(anti-logging protestors and those advocating for strong action on climate change) or too 
reactive (anti – environmental groups). Within the public sector, those advocating 
transformative storylines were marginalised, for example by being referred to as 
                                                 
4 Text from interviews and OEOF are presented in italics in order to clearly differentiate them from other 
citations. 
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‘zealots’ (Senior Executive Officer 24). Anti-environmental interests were also 
marginalized, with one group characterised as ‘fighting 30 year old battles’ (Senior 
Executive Officer 24) while business interests were positioned as needing to pay due 
consideration to environmental issues. This ecologically modern informed positioning 
strategy is evident in the statement that: 
For too long we have seen a healthy environment and economic prosperity as 
being mutually exclusive. This framework has at its heart, a more sophisticated 
and creative understanding of the relations between the economy and the 
environment (DSE, 2005, p16). 
The consequence of this statement is that, in effect, anybody not subscribing to the 
Government’s position is unsophisticated and uncreative.  
 
OEOF also resonates with a neoliberal discourse, with this evident through the 
prominent use of economic terminology, such as:  
5Just as investors seek to protect their financial assets while enjoying the 
interest earned from them, Victorians must also live off the benefits provided by 
our stock of natural assets without running down the assets themselves (DSE, 
2005, p22). 
 
The use of economic discourse was deliberate, as the following justification indicates: 
In constructing the notion of sustainability we’ve tried to use economic language 
and economic concepts, so the notion of natural resources as natural capital is 
                                                 
5 Key terms or points within extracts which are to be emphasised are underlined  
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really a deliberately constructed piece of argument (Senior Executive Officer 
24).     
 
This use of economic discourse is consistent with Foucault’s notion of ‘reverse 
discourse’, which Fairclough describes as ‘a resistant discourse which does not go 
outside of the parameters of its discourse formation’ (Fairclough, 1992, p57): in this 
case using economic arguments to resist the neoliberalism of treasury officials. 
However, the value of such a strategy is not clear, because it reflects the further 
incursion of neoliberalism into environmental governance, and limits the terms within 
which environmental concerns can be expressed (McGregor, 2004). The use of terms, 
such as ‘natural assets’ and ‘ecosystem services’, represents a form of interdiscursivity, 
whereby economic discourses are juxtaposed with environmental discourses. For 
Wodak, such inter-discursivities represent the joining, or overlapping, of different 
discourses into a new discursive order or text (2001, pp66-67). Put simply, the use of 
terms such as ‘natural assets’ and ‘ecosystems services’, marginalise more 
transformative environmental discourses: ‘natural assets’ and ‘ecosystems services’ give 
the appearance of expressing environmental concern, yet also reflect neoliberal 
discourse. Indeed, to the extent that ‘natural assets’ and ‘ecosystem services’ represent 
new additions to the environmental policy lexicon, the influence of neoliberalism has 
increased.  
 
OEOF therefore reflects an approach to sustainability primarily informed by ecological 
modernisation and neoliberalism. Ecological modern discourse supports taking 
sustainability seriously and emphasises that environmental sustainability is good for 
23 
 
business, while, neoliberal discourse means sustainability is framed only in economic 
terms. Other evidence from the analysis of discourse practice which supports this 
assessment includes that: staff who advocated more transformative approaches were 
positioned in ways that constrained their capacity to inform policy, through having their 
reporting arrangements realigned in order to limit their access to senior staff and 
ministerial offices (conditions of discourse practice) and the constrained policy making 
process used limited the potential for more transformative discourses to be expressed, 
whereby no draft statement was made available for public comment (intertextual 
chains). 
 
Textual analysis: Constructing sustainability and associated roles 
and roles 
Textual analysis concentrates on the formal features of texts, such as vocabulary, 
grammar, cohesion and text structure (Fairclough, 1992). In this case these ‘traces and 
cues’ (Higgins, 2006) construct the problem of sustainability and the identities of 
government, business and individuals in ways that reflect and reinforce a neoliberal and 
ecologically modern view of sustainability. Such a text promotes a neoliberal and 
ecologically modern vision of sustainability to readers. 
What is the problem of sustainability? 
This section explores how a neoliberal and ecologically modern approach to 
sustainability is enacted at a textual level, through discussion of causal stories, 
metaphor, cohesion, and drawing on some aspects of transitivity.   
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Causal stories  
Causal stories (Stone, 1989) provide a means for exploring the cause of environmental 
issues, where such stories:  
Challenge or support an existing social order; assign responsibility to particular 
political actors …; legitimate and empower particular actors as ‘fixers’ of the 
problem; and, create new political alliances among people who are shown to 
stand in the same victim relationship to the causal agent (Stone, 1989, p295).  
 
In OEOF, the primary cause of environmental decline recognised is ‘the cumulative 
impact of the individual choices that people make’. For example, it was explained that:  
Taken together, the daily activities of individual Victorians are putting 
enormous pressure on our environment. It is time to reflect on our simple daily 
activities: how much waste we produce, how much water we consume, what 
products we buy, how we run our businesses and how we choose to travel. 
Taken separately, each of these decisions seems insignificant, but multiplied by 
the five million people that live in our state their impact on our natural assets is 
profound (DSE, 2005, p10).  
Consistent with a neoliberal framing attention is focused on individual behaviours. By 
contrast, limited attention is directed to the role of government or businesses in causing 
environmental degradation.  
 
Metaphors  
That metaphors are important is highlighted by the statement that ‘the way we think, 
what we experience, and what we do every day is very much a matter of metaphor’ 
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(Lakoff and Johnson, 1980, p3) such that ‘when we signify things through one metaphor 
rather than another we are constructing our reality in one way rather than another’ 
(Fairclough, 1992, p194). Recent work by Semino seeks to combine this awareness of 
the use of conventional conceptual metaphors, such as those considered above, with ‘a 
consideration of the uniqueness and specificity of individual occurrences of metaphor 
use’ (2008, p10). Within this context, while there are many different environmental 
metaphors (Dryzek, 2005) it is useful to consider the specific ways in which they were 
deployed in Victoria. Firstly, the principal metaphors used to constitute the environment 
viewed it as a ‘resource’ and ‘natural asset’. Framing the environment as a ‘resource’ is 
widespread and constructs the environment as being for the benefit of humans (Rees, 
1990). The terminology of ‘natural assets’ was also used frequently, including in the 
first sentence of the Premier’s foreword where it was stated that ‘Victoria’s rich and 
diverse natural and built environments are assets of immeasurable worth’ (DSE, 2005, 
p6). One consequence of the use of this economic metaphor is that the environment is 
viewed as a standalone separate entity, rather than, for example, an interconnected 
network of relations. Secondly, the principle metaphor used to characterise why the 
environment is important is that of ‘ecosystems services’ with it explained that: 
Victoria’s environment is a valuable asset that provides essential goods and 
services. Our environment provides ecosystems services essential to human life. 
These services include clear air and water and pollination of our crops – none 
of which can be efficiently or cost-effectively replaced by current technology 
(DSE, 2005, p18).  
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Conceptually, natural resources, natural assets, and ecosystems services resonate with 
an economic discourse and represent an anthropocentric view of nature (Eckersley, 
1992). Metaphors also influence how the magnitude of change required is constituted 
(Milne et al., 2006). In OEOF, the metaphors used includes ‘step’, and ‘path’, such that 
it was argued that ‘in providing clear objectives and directions, the Framework is a 
crucial step on the path towards environmental sustainability [and that] We now need 
to take the next step towards fully integrating environmental sustainability into all 
decisions and choices’ (DSE, 2005, p30). Consistent with ecological modernization 
OEOF construes change as incremental, rather than transformative. Finally, the 
metaphors used in relation to the cause of environmental problems focus on ‘individual 
choices’, which also draws upon a neoliberal discourse. For example, the Premier’s 
foreword highlighted that ‘Our environment faces many significant challenges that have 
resulted directly from the choices we have made in the past and continue to make’ 
(DSE, 2005, p6).  
 
Cohesion  
Analysing cohesion shows how clauses and sentences are connected in the text 
(Fairclough, 1992, p235) such that the different types of relations established through 
cohesion strategies may be of cultural or ideological significance (1992, p174). This 
analysis focuses on the use of comparative conjunctions and consequential conjunctions 
(Paltridge, 2000) in relation to how the challenge of sustainability is understood. In 
discussing the challenge facing Victoria - of the 13 times comparative conjunctions are 
used, six of them occur in this section, which covers just four of the 24 pages of the 
policy statement. For example, it is explained that ‘Although we have had many 
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successes, Victoria’s environment still faces some serious challenges that have 
significant economic and social implications’ (DSE, 2005, p10). The use of comparative 
conjunctions in this way calls into question taken for granted views about Victoria’s 
sustainability. Consequential conjunctions are prominently used in the sections dealing 
with ‘why we need to become sustainable’ and ‘our new approach’. The use of such 
conjunctions in this way adds legitimacy to the Government’s approach. For example, it 
was stated that ‘Becoming more sustainable therefore has the potential to create 
sizeable new domestic and export industries’ (DSE, 2005, p19). 
 
When considered in light of the influence of neoliberalism and ecological 
modernisation, comparative conjunctions made existing understandings of sustainability 
in Victoria problematic, while consequential conjunctions legitimised the approach to 
sustainability proposed by the Government:  a neoliberal and ecologically modern view 
of environmental governance.    
 
The allocation of roles and responsibilities 
This section examines how the major subject positions articulated in OEOF - 
government, business and Victorians - were constructed using the types of processes 
used (transitivity), whether actors are referred to in active or passive voice, and the use 
of nominalisations6. This assists in highlighting the ideological implications associated 
with the way in which the roles and responsibilities of different subjectivities are 
constituted. Conceptually, Fairclough explains that transitivity analysis ‘deals with the 
                                                 
6 We are aware of the exchange of views in volume 19 of Discourse and Society (2008) about how 
nominalisation is written about, and used, by critical discourse analysts.   
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types of processes which are coded in clauses and the types of participant involved in 
them [with the objective being] to see whether particular process types and participants 
are favoured in the text, what choices are made in the voice (active or passive), and how 
significant is the nominalisation of processes’ (1992, p236). Such analysis is useful in 
considering agency (Hastings, 1998; Janks, 1997). 
 
The identity of government 
Given differing ideological perspectives about the role of government (e.g. neoliberal 
and Keynesian) it is important to consider how government is constituted. The identity 
of government constituted is positive, yet places few obligations on it. There is 
widespread use of the terms ‘Victorian Government’ and ‘State Government’, with 
much of this in an active rather than passive voice. Additionally, the Victorian 
Government is mainly constructed through verbs which enact ‘material’ (doing) 
processes, for example: 
Since coming to office, the state government has led the most comprehensive 
environmental reform agenda in the State’s history (DSE, 2005, p6). 
This constructs the Government as a social actor with clear agency and capacity to act. 
However, as the above quote illustrates the government was focused on establishing its 
environmental credentials, as opposed to articulating any intervention.  
 
A second theme is the use of the nominalisation ‘this framework’, where this 
foregrounds the framework and backgrounds the Government. This has the effect that it 
is not the Government making demands on people, but the framework, which can be 
used as a means to distance the Government from being viewed as responsible for 
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placing demands on individuals. Further, the sentences in which ‘this framework’ 
appear are primarily active, which gives a sense of agency to the framework. The 
processes enacted by the verbs used are also primarily ‘material’ which establishes the 
framework as ‘doing things’, or ‘relational’ which serves to position the framework in 
particular ways7. In terms of ‘material’ processes established, OEOF is often viewed as 
‘providing’ direction on how to build environmental sustainability into decision making. 
This enacts a neoliberal orientation to governing: steering rather than rowing (Osborne 
and Gaebler, 1993).  
 
The identity of business 
Business warrants relatively limited attention in OEOF. Firstly, there are approximately 
twice as many references to ‘government’ and approximately three times as many 
references to ‘all Victorians’, as there are references to business8. This indicates 
‘business’ was not a major focus, which is consistent with the causal story discussed 
above. Secondly, most references to business occur in the section that defines what 
sustainability is, and why it is important, rather than the section dealing with 
environmental challenges. This shows that individuals, rather than business or 
government, are viewed as primarily responsible for environmental degradation. 
Thirdly, the private sector is primarily referred to using the term ‘business’ rather than 
specifying different industry sectors or individual businesses. This reinforces the 
ecologically modern view that business is part of the solution rather than part of the 
problem because it avoids complicating the ecologically modern narrative through 
consideration of specific challenges facing particular industry sectors. The nomination 
                                                 
7 It is useful to reinforce that the use of the metaphor of the ‘framework’ establishes OEOF as a particular 
sub-genre of policy statement. 
8 In OEOF there are 20 explicit references to government, nine to business, and 57 to Victorians.  
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of ‘business’ is evident in the statement ‘Environmental sustainability creates business 
opportunities and new jobs’ (DSE, 2005, p19). By contrast, identifying specific industry 
sectors would open up the potential for the actual effects of industry operations to be 
examined. The effect of using ‘business’ therefore keeps consideration of the role of the 
private sector at a general level, which assists to define the nature and role of business, 
and limit the potential for the storyline of ‘environmentally sustainable growth’ to be 
disrupted. The use of verbs that establish ‘behavioral’, ‘existential’, and ‘relational’ 
meanings also feature in references to business, such that business is constructed as 
exhibiting particular characteristics, with this illustrated through statements such as: 
A strong and sustainable business sector is essential for our long term 
prosperity, employment, and liveability for Victorians (DSE, 2005, p17), and; 
Businesses practicing sustainability principles perform well financially (DSE, 
2005, p19). 
 
Such statements are presented as self evident, and promote a view of business as 
essential for prosperity, that there are business advantages in being environmentally 
responsible, and that there are no inherent conflicts between the interests of business 
and the attainment of environmental sustainability: the relationship between business 
and the environment is unproblematic, such that business is considered good for the 
environment.   
 
The identity of citizens 
Neoliberalism shapes the identities of individuals and their social relations in particular 
ways (Marston, 2000; Harris, 1999). Studies of governmentality also highlight the 
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influence of advanced liberal rule in encouraging ‘governing at a distance’ (Rose and 
Miller, 1992). Further, environmental thought also raises questions about individual 
environmental agency, rights and responsibilities (Reynolds et al., 2009; Smith and 
Pangsapa, 2008; Dobson, 2007). Given this diverse range of potential environmental 
identities the way in which individual actors are constituted illustrates how the 
government viewed Victorian citizens.  
 
In contrast to business ‘Victorians’ feature prominently in OEOF. ‘Victorians’ appear 
from the Premier’s foreword where it is explained that ‘If everyone in the world lived 
like Victorians, we would require four planets’ (DSE, 2005, p6) through to the final 
page, where it is stated that ‘all Victorians must help build a sustainable state’ (DSE, 
2005, p31). OEOF primarily makes use of the generic term ‘Victorians’ rather than 
entities such as people, families or communities: there are no gender differences; no age 
differences; no ethnic differences; and, no socio-economic differences. This generic 
identity serves two purposes. Viewing all people as the same means that all people are 
equally part of the problem and accordingly all people need to be part of the response. 
However, this masks that different people, or groupings of people, contribute more or 
less to environmental degradation. For example, there are marked differences in the 
contribution of different socio-economic groups to environmental degradation 
(Australian Conservation Foundation, 2009). Further, this precludes any consideration 
of environmental justice or the causes of inequality or poverty. In relation to the 
contribution of transitivity to understanding the identity of Victorians constituted, verbs 
that have ‘material’, ‘existential’ and ‘relational’ meanings are used. For example: 
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Victorians have made great progress in protecting and repairing our 
environment (DSE, 2005, p6); 
Learning to do things smarter and more sustainably now, will save Victorians 
money today and help avoid bigger outlays for future generations (p20); 
Victorians can still have the products they need and desire (p26); and  
Victorians must reduce our impact on the environment (p28). 
 
‘Victorians’ are mainly constructed as being faced with challenges, responsible for these 
challenges (because of the cumulative impact of their individual choices and 
behaviours) and having a central role in responding to them. This both reflects and 
promotes a neoliberal discourse. Such a view also represents an extremely narrow view 
of the potential of individuals, as is illustrated in the following extract: 
Taken together, the daily activities of individual Victorians are putting 
enormous pressure on our environment. It is time to reflect on our simple daily 
activities: how much waste we produce, how much water we consume, what 
products we buy, how we run our businesses and how we choose to travel (DSE, 
2005, p10).  
 
Clearly, individuals are considered to be responsible for both causing and addressing 
environmental issues, although are primarily considered as consumers. This constrains 
action to the level of the individual, acting within the private sphere: there is no 
discursive space for collective action in the public sphere, or rights to a clean 
environment. Further, there is no consideration of the options available to people (e.g. 
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what are the transport choices available to people living in outlying suburbs who have 
limited public transport options). 
 
Discussion of implications for sustainability and identities 
What emerges from the preceding analysis is the overwhelming influence of neoliberal 
discourse, albeit one tempered and legitimated by ecological modernisation. In terms of 
this influence on how sustainability was represented three insights can be highlighted. 
Firstly, the everyday choices and behaviours of individuals are identified as the major 
cause of environmental issues, with relatively limited focus on business or government. 
This is consistent with the focus of neoliberalism on ‘choice’. Secondly, the metaphors 
used to conceptualise the environment, and why we should be concerned about 
environmental sustainability, reflect neoliberal discourse, through the use of economic 
terms such as ‘natural capital’ and ‘ecosystem services’. This constrains how the 
environment may be understood, and limits the reasons why strong action may be 
required. Thirdly, the cohesion strategies used legitimised the neoliberal and 
ecologically modern approach to sustainability advocated.  
 
The dominance of neoliberalism was also evident in the way in which the identities of 
different actors, and their roles and responsibilities, were represented. Firstly, the 
Government was constructed as having a clear capacity to act, however this was mainly 
in terms of the actions it had already taken (promoting what it had already done) rather 
than what it would do in the future. The actions to be taken by the Government were 
also limited, consistent with a minimalist rather than interventionist approach to 
governing. Secondly, very little attention was directed towards business, and what 
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attention it did attract served to represent the relationship between business and the 
environment as unproblematic: business is seen as part of the solution, rather than part 
of the problem. This is consistent with an ecologically modern discourse, and 
importantly does not challenge the neoliberal commitment to market forces. Finally, 
considerable attention was directed towards individuals and the choices they make. In 
particular, there was a clear sense that individual Victorians need to make better choices 
in their daily lives. 
 
Conclusion  
This article has investigated the discursive politics of sustainability policy using an 
approach that has attracted relatively limited attention within the field of environmental 
policy research. In doing so understandings of the discursive nature of the politics of 
sustainability and the enduring influence of neoliberalism and ecological modernization 
on environmental policy making have been enhanced.  
 
The empirical analysis showed that the Victorian Government embraced an approach to 
sustainability that was informed by neoliberalism and ecological modernisation, which 
constructed sustainability in ways that give the impression of taking it seriously, and yet 
limited its importance and constrained the types of responses that could be advocated. In 
doing so it drew heavily on notions of ‘natural assets’ and ‘ecosystems services’ as 
ways to make sense of the environment and why it is important. The Government also 
considered that environmental issues are caused by the cumulative effects of individual 
choices, and emphasized the importance of individual choice and behavioural change as 
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central features of sustainability. By doing so it marginalized the opportunity for more 
transformative ideas to be heard. 
 
The broader conclusion is that approaches to environmental policy that rely on a 
combination of neoliberal and ecological modern discourses are flawed because, in 
commodifying nature, limiting the nature and magnitude of change required, and 
placing responsibility to act onto individuals, they offer a constrained understanding of 
the challenge of sustainability and what needs to be done about degrading the 
environment. Further consequences of this approach are that it recasts ecological 
modernisation in ways that provide for the further encroachment of neoliberalism, 
through framing neoliberalism as a positive sum game for the environment. It also 
restricts the transformative potential of ecological modernisation through ensuring that 
environmental issues are always considered through the lens of neoliberalism. This 
ensures that the environment is considered in anthropocentric terms, and markets and 
market forces are positioned as the most efficient and effective ways of promoting 
environmental (as well as other) objectives. For environmental policy research, this 
means that there is a need to fully consider the ways in which different discourses, such 
as neoliberalism and ecological modernization, combine to shape environmental policy. 
Finally, the use of CDA illustrates a means for taking environmental policy research in 
directions that have attracted relatively limited attention: that is the detailed analysis of 
the effects of language on the direction of environmental policy making.  
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Table 1. The Discursive Space Associated with Sustainability Debate in Victoria, 1999-
2006 
 
Core elements of 
discourse  
Sustaining 
development  
Environmentally 
sustainable growth 
Focusing on 
sustainability  
Approach to 
sustainability 
Balanced  
Trade offs  
Ad hoc responses 
TBL –win, win, win 
Integrated / balanced  
Journey 
Interconnections 
Integration 
Destination 
Representation of 
nature and the 
environment 
Natural resource Provider of 
ecosystems services  
Interconnected 
ecosystems 
Source of concern Narrow 
anthropocentric – 
sustain the resource 
base 
Enlightened 
anthropocentrism – 
maintain ecosystem 
services 
Range of 
motivations 
Ethical concern for 
biodiversity as well 
as humans 
The magnitude of 
the challenge 
Small steps  
Needs basis 
Low hanging fruit 
Journey 
Fundamental shift 
Destination 
Cause of problems Inefficiency Poor choices Systemic 
characteristics 
What should be 
done 
More efficient 
management 
Better choices, 
behaviour change 
and adoption of 
improved 
technologies 
Transformative 
change 
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